
































he Al Jrfownd thedMstrict sugaged inssurfacerhareainingat its Iecemberhoard
meeting when it adepted TA2 without netics to TEEA and withowt TOEACs prioragreament.'”

TEEA contands that after the Distriet abandened TALtthe Distrietadonted T42eeven
theugh it knew the proposal was unaeceptablr: to TCEA, HCHAasserts the Disttict approxed
TAZ withoutprierpetice that theDistrict foundrTA 3 pbiectionable andwould pottake a wate
O TAS. | A dight o the time constirints facingthe parties,  TCHAeontends this conduet
demenstrates bad faith bargaining.

The Districtceontendsiitwastfaced withithe proppeetof nnpiceedented midy year state
budget cuts thattheeatencd to sksh edueation dinding clibremthese chagged pircymstances,
the District deslinedto matifyr AL andrgsumed ngeatistions and-gxehanged proposals with
TCEA. ThhelMistrictassarts the Districttboard did censider TCEA's salary modification
proposal prior o adopting T2 FEprherythefRistrict santends thed L L misstated the eyidence
in conelyding that omee the Bistricthoard adopted TAZ iitthecame "a fait accompli. 2 takesit-
or-leave-it' propesition.” r.tthe Blistrietooffered: toccontinue negotiations f IGHEA
requested o resume hargaining.

inithe days prior (o the District hoard meeting to consider ratifieation of TA/ sithe
Governer propesedsignificant mid-year cuts; in education funding, Atithe dime, the extent of
the propesed euts wassuncestain Based|om this uncestainty, the Distriet signaled that it would

 Vdftertherhenring the Al Lamendad ithe complainton her own metionitorsplace the
impasse bangpining allegation (EERA see. 3543,.5(e)) with the allegation the Distriet wiolated
the duty to bargain in geed faith (EERA see. 3543.5(c)). Thae Al Jnacld that impasse ivas
broken when the parties discussedialiesnativesdernl in December 2002, fhe Districtassorts
the ALJhad mo autheritytozmend the complaintatithisstage. \Neitherparfy contends:that
impasse proeedures were eoncluded or that iimpasse was broken, and we do not so find.
Elomeyer, the ML Ididceorseetlynate thatithesBenidhappilics thessame| legdl standand to
determine whether 2 party has failed to ﬁ@g@ti@t@ in @@@d ﬁ“amh mrm@ol mvpagse;eami whiide
cngaged in impasseprosediess (Ventura , g

Decision iNo. 1264.)
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